deinstitutionalizatio,n programs. Indeed, it now seems clear community treatment programs provide stigmatization and perhaps less deleterious than that resulting from insertion into but clearly more harmful than that resulting from no treatme thorough discourse on early sanctions may have to include a sanctions the provision of early treatment. It is a discouraging many.
IMPLICATIONS OF DELINQUENCY PATTERNS
On the assumption that there, is a less than simple relationsh the sanctions and the recipients of them, several facets of d need to be explicated. Each of these has direct bearing on t component of early sanctions.
For example, it is generally believed that status offenders truants, ungovernables, etc.) comprise a category of offender from delinquent offenders. Indeed, this was a major assumpti< ing the federal delinquency legislation of 1974. If this were cc early sanction application could use this information in b strategy. But the best evidence now available (see the summa (1979a, p. 37)) suggests that such is usually not the case; the "p offender is a relatively rare bird.
Similarly, it is often assumed that, unless dealt with early, _ fenders will progress from the perpetration of minor offenses 1 mission of major offenses such as grand larceny, assault, ro even murder. In fact, it might be hard to find a more entrench< tion about delinquency, or one more central to our society's cc to early treatment. Yet the data on this point are at best equivc it seems clear that multiple offenders are apprehended after i: shorter periods of time in the aggregate, increasing seventy of i offenses has not been reliably demonstrated. It would be wort ing what effects on this "nonpattern" might result from a pol sanctioning.
